The forthcoming edition of Humphry Davy's letters has focused renewed attention on the life and work of this leading chemist of the early nineteenth century.
1 Some of the most extraordinary letters in the collection relate to his priority dispute during the period 1816 -1818 with the (then) relatively unknown Newcastle engineer George Stephenson over the invention of the miners' safety lamp. Davy's correspondence during this dispute contains extremely vituperative comments about his opponents and seems unnecessarily malicious in the light of his towering position in British science. Why did the man widely hailed as the greatest British chemist of the age have such an extreme reaction to a relatively unknown mining engineer?
The answer presented in this paper draws on aspects of Davy's personality and shows that he manifested the principal characteristics associated with narcissism. It is significant that the term 'narcissism' is not a modern creation but was coined during Davy's lifetime. According to the OED, his friend Samuel Taylor Coleridge was the first to use the adjective 'narcissine' (in 1805) and the noun 'narcissism' (in 1822), to mean 'Excessive self-love or vanity; selfadmiration, self-centredness'. 2 Davy even applied the closely related term 'egotism' to himself in a letter written soon after his appointment to the Royal Institution in 1801.
Boasting of his recent success, he added, 'So much for egotism -for weak glorious, pitiful, sublime, conceited egotism'. 3 Thus there is continuity between the earliest deployments of the word 'narcissism' (together with the more widely used terms 'egoist', 'egotist' and 'egotism') and its current use. The term 'narcissism' forms part of our contemporary language and (in the present context) its meaning is enriched by drawing on the expert literature of psychology. This ordinary-language use of the term 'narcissism' in this paper does not entail a clinical diagnosis of Davy. Instead, by describing Davy's personality as narcissistic, this paper will provide a unified framework in which to understand a number of otherwise disparate examples of his behaviour, including his attacks on Stephenson and Stephenson's allies.
Before a discussion of these attacks, a brief biography of Davy will be provided, followed by a discussion of the evidence that aligns his personality traits with the principal characteristics of narcissism. This discussion will draw mainly on accounts of Davy by his contemporaries and on the judgements of biographers and historians. As well as Frank James's informative analysis of the safety lamp controversy, three other publications are particularly relevant. 4 The first, by David Philip Miller, is an incisive account of Davy's conflict with the different constituencies within the Royal Society -the two 'hostile camps' -during his time as president (1820-1827). In exploring Davy's difficulty with interpersonal relations, the present paper complements Miller's argument that Davy alienated both the reformers and the conservatives within the Society. 5 Among the former was the young astronomer John Herschel, who, on the day following the death of the previous president, Joseph Banks, met with several other Fellows to discuss who should succeed Banks. Herschel noted in his diary that 'The reasons for wishing that Davy should be opposed are grounded solely on his personal character'. 6 Davy's 'personal character' is central to both an article and a book-length study by Jan Golinski, who has argued that Davy was a master of self-fashioning who constructed several different social roles for himself. At times he was the sensitive genius, at others a dandy; he projected himself as an impressively successful discoverer, but also adopted the role of philosopher and, on occasion, of traveller. 7 In this paper I shall discuss how his underlying psychological orientation predisposed him to act in this way. The present paper is therefore a response to Miller's invitation, in a recent review of Golinski's book, for 'a better understanding of why these various personae [of Davy's] were constructed and occupied, what purposes they served and for whom'. 8 Davy's attacks on Stephenson should therefore be understood within the broader context of his 'personal character', which manifested itself through his diverse interactions with his contemporaries. This paper also raises the question of the relationship between the (underdeveloped) psychology of science and the sociology of science (which has become a major resource for historians of science). While it would be imprudent to try to answer this broad and potentially controversial question in general terms, the present study indicates that these approaches can be complementary. Hence the author accepts Golinski's depiction of Davy's social strategies but in addition proposes that many of them can be understood as examples of his narcissistic behaviour. The present discussion therefore introduces a psychological dimension to Golinski's claim that Davy was a master of selffashioning by suggesting that his social interactions were in part driven by unconscious forces. However, the relationship between social constructivism and psychology is not straightforward, as they draw on different vocabularies and on different and often incompatible modes of explanation of human behaviour. Moreover, psychology consists of a number of incommensurable paradigms -for example, those of behaviourism and psychoanalysis.
The controversy over the safety lamp is addressed in later sections of this paper which focus on Davy's perception of the controversy, as presented in his letters. These final sections will be concerned with how Davy viewed himself and his relationships with his contemporaries. By contrast, the earlier sections focus on how others saw Davy. DAVY'S BACKGROUND Humphry Davy was born in 1778 at Penzance in Cornwall. His father, Robert, is described by June Fullmer as 'a twice disappointed man'. 9 One disappointment was the loss of an inheritance, which would have ensured the family's standard of living. The other resulted from his occupation as a skilled wood carver: since his style of carving soon went out of fashion, his income was inadequate. Contemporaries described him as being of small physique and he became known as the 'Little Carver'. According to one of Davy's biographers, Robert was not an impressive character: 'I am not able to discover that he was remarkable for any peculiarity of intellect; he passed through life without bustle, and quitted it with the usual regrets of friends and relatives.' 10 He also made unwise investments in Cornish tin mines and left a considerable debt when he died in 1794. By contrast, Davy's mother, Grace (née Millett), 'was remarkable for the placidity of her temper, and for the amiable and benevolent tendency of her disposition'. 11 The almost total lack of detailed information about Davy's early life -especially concerning his relationship with his parents and siblings -precludes any examination of his emotional development. However, one aspect of his relationship with his father will be discussed in a later section of this paper.
Davy subsequently pursued a high-profile career in science, first at the Medical Pneumatic Institution in Bristol and then, in 1801, at the Royal Institution in London, where he became a celebrated lecturer. 12 He also made a number of important scientific innovations, including the isolation of several elements, such as potassium, sodium (both in 1807) and barium (in 1808), and the discovery of the elemental nature of chlorine (in 1810) and iodine (in 1811). By the 1810s he was widely viewed as the most successful and distinguished chemist in Britain and also an outstanding lecturer. According to the social commentator Harriet Martineau, 'he was probably the most popular man of his time -so clear were his expositions, so beautiful his experiments, and so bewitching his ardent eloquence'. 13 Contemporaries frequently referred to him as a genius, 'the first chemist of his time' and 'the Newton of chemistry'.
14 He was therefore the natural choice when the coal-mine owners of north-east England sought assistance in addressing the problem of firedamp ( principally methane) in mines in 1815. Five years later he became President of the Royal Society of London, the premier organization in British science, a post he relinquished in 1827 owing to ill health. Throughout his career, Davy wrote poetry and was in close contact with leading writers of the Romantic era, including Coleridge and Robert Southey.
It might be assumed that Davy enjoyed a charmed career in science as he rose rapidly from humble origins to the pinnacle of British science. However, the 'serenity of a life of scientific research was not his'. 15 After his marriage in 1812 to a wealthy widow, Jane Apreece, he devoted himself increasingly to the company of fashionable society and progressively withdrew from scientific research. Knighted three days before his marriage,
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he was raised to the baronetcy in 1818. As his first principal biographer, the physician John Ayrton Paris, noted, 'an inordinate admiration of hereditary rank was the cardinal deformity of Davy's character; it was the centre from which all his defects radiated, and continually placed him in false positions'. 16 For an early nineteenth-century biographer to acknowledge the 'deformity' of his subject's character is surprising and an indication of the conspicuousness of Davy's desire to integrate into the aristocracy. 17 Yet, despite rising through the manifestly hierarchical class system, his position in the upper echelons of British society brought him little solace since he was not fully accepted. For example, in 1824 one Tory periodical stated that 'the clothes of a gentleman do not sit easily upon him [. . .] He smells of the shop completely'. 18 Davy failed to achieve the social acclaim he so desperately sought.
Paris was not alone in identifying a character flaw in Davy. In her incisive sketch of Davy, Martineau observed that, while he gained the status of a celebrity who performed brilliantly in the lecture theatre of the Royal Institution, 'he was not popular in private life'. Another contemporary noted that Davy 'did not make himself popular' with the other Fellows of the Royal Society. 19 According to Martineau he manifested 'an excessive egotism, a lack of magnanimity, an insufferable pride and vanity united, which destroyed all pleasure on both sides in his intercourses with others than his flatterers'. 20 Such comments were not confined to those who knew Davy in later life. As early as 1803 Coleridge perceived an egotistical streak in Davy's character: 'I see two Serpents at the cradle of his genius, Dissipation with a perpetual increase of acquaintances, and the constant presence of Inferiors and Devotees, with that too great facility of attaining admiration, which degrades Ambition into Vanity.' 21 
NARCISSISM
The above comments about Davy's compulsive drive to climb the social ladder and his need for constant admiration suggest that he possessed what we would call a narcissistic personality. The term 'narcissism' long pre-dates its use in psychology and refers to the Greek myth of Narcissus, who fell in love with his own reflection. Before elaborating on those characteristics of Davy's personality that appear narcissistic, we should address, first, the general question of how resources drawn from psychology can be deployed in writing the history of science and, second, how the term 'narcissism' can be used appropriately when referring to historical actors.
To address the first question adequately would require an extensive and detailed discussion of the wide range of theories and approaches that constitute psychology, in the broad sense. However, a number of existing studies of scientists have deployed resources from psychology. Among the best known are Frank Manuel's psychoanalytically informed study of Isaac Newton and John Bowlby's employment of attachment theory to account for Charles Darwin's mysterious illness and his delay in publishing his theory of evolution. 22 One of the rare attempts to apply psychological perspectives to science and scientists is Gregory Fest's The psychology of science, which draws on such fields as developmental psychology, personal psychology and social psychology. 23 Yet Fest does not engage with a number of other approaches to psychology, some of which are pertinent to writing the history of science. Among these are Jung's writings on alchemical and other types of symbolism, 24 George Kelly's theory of personal constructs 25 and some of G. Cantor 220 the psychoanalytical theories developed by Freud and his followers. 26 It should be noted that the present paper, which focuses on Davy's behaviour, does not draw strongly on any specific theory of mind, although in places the writer has touched lightly on both Freudian and Jungian themes.
The argument of this paper most closely follows the approach adopted by Russell McCormmach in The personality of Henry Cavendish. 27 McCormmach showed that Cavendish manifested most of the currently accepted characteristics of high-functioning autism or Asperger's Syndrome; 28 I shall instead argue that Davy displayed the behavioural characteristics associated with narcissism. McCormmach justified his adoption of a psychological approach on the grounds that, by characterizing Cavendish as autistic, he drew attention to 'how persistent patterns of [Cavendish's] daily activity, thought, and feeling combine[d] to make the "unique, distinctive, individual"'. The psychological approach, he added, directs our attention to 'the "integrative quality", or unity' in that individual's behaviour. 29 By utilizing the descriptions of narcissistic behaviour in the modern psychological literature, the historian can better appreciate how many of Davy's personality traits, which might otherwise appear to be separate and unconnected, can be integrated. For example, the trait of grandiosity can be seen as connected with the self-protecting strategy utilized by narcissistic individuals, who 'tend to devalue, derogate, or blame others, and respond to threatening feedback with anger and hostility'. 30 This study of Davy therefore seeks the unity underlying many of his apparently diverse actions and, more specifically, it shows that the term 'narcissism' provides a way of linking together his several social roles, as identified by Golinski, and especially his interventions in the dispute over the invention of the safety lamp. Thus the modern psychological literature helps us to describe Davy's behaviour more accurately and draws together his disparate personal characteristics (obtainable from primary sources, such as his letters and accounts by his contemporaries), which might not otherwise appear connected.
Although Freud wrote an impressive essay on narcissism, 31 the principal resource deployed here for describing the behavioural characteristics of a narcissist is the latest edition of the Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders (DSM-V), a text produced by the American Psychiatric Association, which is widely known as 'the bible of psychiatry' and which is used extensively by clinical psychologists and psychiatrists, many of whom eschew the Freudian tradition. 32 While the identification of the behavioural characteristics associated with narcissism is not straightforward, 33 a useful starting point is the description of narcissistic personality disorders (NPD) given in the DSM-V. 34 The entries in DSM-V reflect a fair degree of consensus among psychiatrists, but the text of DSM-V has been the subject of extensive discussion and dispute. Some critics, for example, question the appropriateness of both the medical model on which the DSM-V is based and the suitability of the appellation 'disorder', which tends to medicalize some human behaviours usually recognized as normal. 35 Some writers also distinguish between two types of narcissismgrandiose narcissism and vulnerable narcissism. 36 While acknowledging these problems, the DSM-V nevertheless offers a succinct and widely accepted summary of the most prominent behavioural characteristics associated with narcissism. This paper draws on the DSM-V, supplemented by additional contributions from the modern psychological literature on narcissism, in order to enrich the palette of personality traits that the historian can use to paint a more incisive portrait of Davy. Texts quoted below from DSM-V and other modern psychological sources are given in italics.
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To appreciate the argument of this paper it is important to recognize that, while the DSM-V was produced to help clinicians diagnose patients with mental disorders, its description of traits associated with NPD can also be used by historians, but in a very different way. Unlike clinical psychologists and psychiatrists, historians do not need to make medical diagnoses and it would be inappropriate to claim, on the available historical evidence, that Davy suffered from NPD. By contrast, in discussing Davy's personality, I will use the commonlanguage term 'narcissism', with a lower-case 'n' and without the implication of a 'personality disorder'. The author thus differs from McCormmach, who not only argued that Cavendish manifested autistic traits but also claimed that Cavendish was autistic, since the present paper offers no diagnosis and is limited to observable evidence of Davy's narcissistic behaviour.
HOW OTHERS SAW DAVY
A useful starting point is the DSM-V's identification of the essential features of narcissism as 'a pervasive pattern of grandiosity, need for admiration, and lack of empathy'. 37 The term 'grandiosity' -an exaggerated sense of self-importance, of entitlement -is highly applicable to Davy. His assertion (albeit made after inhaling nitrous oxide) that 'I was born to benefit the world by my great talents' indicated his sense of arrogance, as does the early notebook entry 'Davy and Newton' (which indicates his aspiration to be recognized as the Newton of his age). 38 Likewise, one of his enemies claimed that he was the 'self-constituted autocrat of science'. 39 He was no ordinary mortal: 'His ardour, his eloquence, his poetical faculty, the nature of his intense egotism, his countenance, his manners -before he was spoiled -and his pleasures, all spoke the man of genius', confided Martineau. 40 Furthermore, when Joseph Banks resigned the presidency of the Royal Society in May 1820, Davy hurried back from Paris in order to expedite his own election. 41 He clearly considered that he was entitled to the presidency, the most elevated position in British science.
Unlike many narcissists, whose accomplishments fall far short of their self-serving fantasies, Davy was extraordinarily successful at scientific research (especially during his twenties and early thirties). Yet, while riding high on his successes, he was also a very controlling self-publicist and clearly felt the need to exaggerate his own accomplishments and downplay the contributions of others. 42 This is evident in the safety lamp controversy discussed below, in which he repeatedly disparaged Stephenson's contributions and extolled his own.
Among the narcissist's most prominent characteristics are 'arrogant, [and] haughty behaviors or attitudes'. 43 One specific example occurred when Davy visited the Institut de France to collect the medal and prize that Napoleon had established some years earlier: a great honour at any time and a particularly gracious one in 1813 as France was still at war with England. Being 'oblivious to the hurt' his 'remarks may [ 47 The connection that Paris drew with shame is interesting as, according to modern sources, narcissists who are subject to threats often experience feelings of acute shame. 48 As Charles Babbage noted, Davy's arrogant temperament affected the way in which he presented his scientific discoveries. In an insightful passage Babbage contrasted William Hyde Wollaston's cautious approach to science and his anxiety to avoid making errors with Davy's forthright 'desire to see and make known truth'. 'Ambition', Babbage asserted, constituted a far larger ingredient in the character of Davy, and with the daring hand of genius he grasped even the remotest conclusions to which a theory led him. He [. . .] hastened, as soon as he was in possession of a new fact or a new principle, to communicate it to the world. 49 Martineau went further when she attributed Davy's style of scientific research to his egotism, which resulted in what she called a 'degree of wildness'. 'The serenity of a life of scientific research was not his.' Instead, he 'rushed about in his laboratory, among heaps of apparatus and masses of material, holding to his work for days and nights together, or half-killing himself by respiring fatal gases'. Herschel was clearly aware of the events in France seven years earlier, and he also referred to Davy's manoeuvrings to ensure that the Swedish chemist Jöns Jacob Berzelius was denied membership of the Royal Society when he visited London in 1812. 51 On the basis of these experiences, Herschel considered that Davy 'would probably soon embroil ye R.S. with every learned body in Europe, & make it a part to his personal quarrels & prejudices'. 52 He feared that Davy would manipulate the Royal Society for personal benefit. This would seem to be an example of the narcissistic trait of being 'interpersonally exploitative', that is, taking 'advantage of others to achieve his or her own ends'.
53 Despite Davy's protestations that he would be serving the interests of others -he 'boasted of coming forwards on ye interest of ye Royal Institution -on ye city interest [. . .] and on ye aristocratical interest' 54 -Herschel considered that Davy would use his position principally to further his own interests.
Another recurrent trait among narcissists is the 'need for constant attention and admiration', in order to reaffirm their self-worth. 55 Golinski has noted that Davy He was a celebrity who revelled in the attention, esteem and even adoration of others. He was also 'constantly fish[ing] for compliments'. 57 As Herschel noted in his journal, Davy was 'fond of compliments given & received', the emphasis on the word 'received' indicating that he was particularly partial to flattery. 58 Yet Davy experienced great difficulty with very close relationships; he manifested a 'lack of empathy and [. . . had] difficulty recognizing the desires, subjective experiences, and feelings of others'.
59 Unlike distant admirers and those who could aid his social advance, close friends posed a danger, since they could never be trusted not to reject him by acting independently and against his interests. Davy fully acknowledged this in one of his letters: 'I have much more fear of injudicious friends, than of enemies', he wrote. 60 One example occurred when his assistant, Michael Faraday, gained increased independence and ceased being Davy's subordinate. He now posed a threat to Davy's controlling instincts; Davy increasingly felt that Faraday had not adequately acknowledged his own role in Faraday's innovative work on electromagnetic rotations and on the liquefaction of chlorine. This resulted in Davy's ill-tempered attempt to thwart Faraday's nomination for membership of the Royal Society in 1823. Although Davy was unsuccessful, Faraday acknowledged that subsequently he was 'by no means in the same relation as to scientific communication with Sir Humphry Davy'.
61 Possibly Davy's most difficult relationship was with his wife, Jane. Golinski claims that Davy was 'so consumed in narcissism as to be incapable of normal relations with women, however much he enjoyed their admiring gaze'. If Jane had earlier been an admirer, after their marriage she refused to be dominated by her husband and their childless marriage soon degenerated 'into public quarrels and frequent separations'. 62 A modern writer notes that narcissists 'use various strategies to protect self at the expense of others. They tend to devalue, derogate, or blame others, and they respond to threatening feedback with anger and hostility. ' 63 In Davy's case these responses were particularly noticeable during his final years as President of the Royal Society. For example, in November 1826 he manoeuvred his friend John George Children into the vacant post of secretary, thereby dashing the hope -and expectation -of a group of reformers who assumed that Charles Babbage would be invited to fill the position. One Fellow commented that, over this incident the 'President has behaved infamously'; Davy was 'full of his tricks and knavery of every description and treating [John] Herschel with great indignity'. 64 Another example occurred during the 1820 presidential contest, when Davy chastised those who supported the candidature of Wollaston, his main rival. Davy claimed that he was 'sorely hurt' to discover that Herschel and others did not support him and he 'seemed to take this as a personal affront'. 65 Anger is, of course, a strong emotion found among most, if not all, of the population. However, as narcissists feel very vulnerable, perceived challenges to their self-esteem often result in angry outbursts; such people 'have intense hostile reactions to threats to their egos and self-esteem'. 66 Davy's presidency of the Royal Society made huge psychological demands on him; in particular, he had to confront the highly vocal factions within the Society that took opposing views on whether it should be reformed. As Miller has shown, coping with these 'hostile camps' placed a great strain on Davy. 67 He was certainly in a difficult position but was unable to assuage the reformers and became G. Cantor 224 increasingly isolated. According to his brother, Davy possessed a 'sanguine' temperament, which manifested itself as a 'tendency to excess of sensibility and irritability, and [. . .] impetuosity of temper'. 68 As his popularity among the Fellows declined during the 1820s, he was no longer respected as an innovative chemist. As David Knight has noted, this rejection resulted in his angry outbursts that 'became notorious as he tried [but failed] to be domineering' within the Royal Society. 69 One further aspect of Davy's narcissistic personality is worth considering. It is usually claimed that the reason why he largely abandoned scientific research when he married Jane Apreece was because fashionable society proved more attractive to him than hard labour in the laboratory. Such an explanation is certainly consonant with his narcissistic nature, since narcissists are attracted to 'people who are special or of high status'. 70 However, as narcissists are also extremely vulnerable and 'very sensitive to "injury" from criticism or defeat', 71 we can add a further gloss in accounting for his move away from science. Throughout the thirteen and a half years that separated his admission to the Bristol Pneumatic Institution in October 1798 and his knighthood and marriage in April 1812, Davy's reputation was continuously augmented by his impressive scientific research and by his popularity as a lecturer. However, his narcissism would have made him vulnerable and in fear of failure. If he failed to maintain his success as a scientist he would be subject to mounting criticism and humiliation -a terrifying prospect for a narcissist. One way to resolve this conflict-laden situation was to forsake frontline scientific research for another, and potentially more congenial, role. Thus it is suggested that his marriage provided him with a timely and face-saving opportunity to move from science to the allurements of fashionable society.
BACKGROUND TO THE SAFETY LAMP CONTROVERSY
In 1816 a dispute erupted over the invention of the miners' safety lamp. The local context was the coal mines of Northumberland and County Durham, where the build-up of firedamp could easily be ignited by the candles used by miners, resulting in explosions that sometimes caused numerous fatalities. A safety lamp would thus be an innovation of great social and industrial benefit which would substantially improve safety within coal mines. Although other contemporaries had weaker claims to this discovery, the two main contenders were Davy and the Newcastle engineer George Stephenson. Despite Davy having attracted the more vocal supporters over the past two centuries, James has argued that the priority dispute between these two men cannot be resolved unequivocally in favour of either. It is also clear that, in his accounts of the history of his invention, Davy was economical with the truth and made 'ambiguous, if not deliberately misleading, statements [. . .] about his work on the lamp' that strengthened his claim to priority and greatly weakened Stephenson's. 72 The following chronology of the controversy is based on James's careful research. 73 An explosion on 25 May 1812 at Felling Colliery in the north-east coalfield killed 92 miners and prompted the formation of 'A Society for preventing Accidents in Coal-Mines', generally known as the Sunderland Society, which aimed to address issues of mine safety. As one of the society's leading concerns was the prevention of explosions, Davy was approached in July 1815 to address the problem. He now sought to design a lamp that would not ignite concentrations of firedamp in the surrounding air. In late August he visited the Humphry Davy coalfield, went down mines and talked to members of the Sunderland Society, including the mining engineer John Buddle, who explained the issues to him, and also to John Hodgson, a local clergyman. After further travels he returned to London in early October and within a fortnight made the significant discovery that gases undergoing combustion could not pass through small tubes. He then proceeded to use this principle to develop safety lamps, an early version of which was discussed in a paper he presented to the Royal Society on 9 November. Hard at work on the problem, Davy made a number of design changes over the next few weeks, the most important of which occurred in late December, when he realized that surrounding the candle with a wire gauze cylinder separated the flame from the firedamp, which would not then be ignited. This modification was announced in a paper read at the Royal Society on 11 January 1816. Five of Davy's lamps were sent to Hodgson, who used them in two mines and reported that the trials were successful.
Even before Davy commenced his research on the subject, others were experimenting on safety lamps, including William Reid Clanny, a Sunderland doctor. Stephenson, the engineer at Killingworth Colliery in North Tyneside, also developed a safety lamp at about the same time as Davy but independently of him. As with Davy, Stephenson's lamp underwent an evolutionary process of improvement. An early version was tested in the colliery on 21 October 1815, followed on 4 November by an improved version and on 30 November by a third version, in which the candle in a glass cylinder was surrounded by a tin case with small apertures at the top and bottom (which acted not dissimilarly from Davy's wire gauze). On 5 December the Newcastle Literary and Philosophical Society devoted a meeting to the subject of safety lamps, at which three local examples were displayed, including the latest version of Stephenson's. Davy received a report of that meeting and news of Davy's Royal Society paper soon began to circulate in the North-east. The scene was set for a dispute over the priority of invention of this new device, which not only turned on technical issues but also reflected opposition between the industrialized Northeast and the metropolitan scientific elite, and the contrasting roles of the practical engineer and the natural philosopher. Davy often not only portrayed himself as the inventor but insisted that his design was based on the scientific (i.e. natural philosophical) principles he had discovered concerning the inability of gases undergoing combustion to pass through small holes. The personalities of the protagonists were also of crucial importance in understanding the controversy, although this paper will only be concerned with Davy's interventions.
During 1816 -1817 there was an increasing conflict between Davy and his supporters in the North-east and those who considered that the safety lamp was a local invention, with Stephenson as the principal contender, although Clanny also received some support. The most intense controversy commenced with the dinner held in Davy's honour by the local Committee of the Coal Trade on 11 October 1817, at which he was presented with 'a superb service of plate' -some £2500 having been raised by subscription. In his acceptance speech, Davy dwelt on the importance of 'experimental science', offered a full account of how he had arrived at his discovery of the safety lamp and 'briefly alluded to the attempts which have been made to rob him of the credit of his discovery'. 74 Three weeks later, on 1 November, a meeting was held at the Assembly Rooms in Newcastle 'for the purpose of taking into consideration the propriety of remunerating Mr George Stephenson, for the invaluable invention of his Safety Lamp'. This meeting, chaired by Charles John Brandling, whose family owned the Felling Colliery, 'was numerously and most respectably attended'. A subscription was started, which eventually raised £600 for a premium for Stephenson. 75 Davy was outraged when he received details of this meeting and fired off letters to his supporters. Thus, on 26 November, a further meeting was held at the Assembly Rooms but this time chaired by a friend of Davy, John George Lambton, a Whig MP for County Durham and a mine owner. The aim of this meeting was to support the proposition that the principle of the safety lamp and its construction 'belongs to Sir H. Davy alone'. 76 
DAVY'S ATTACKS ON CLANNY, STEPHENSON ET AL.
In letters to his supporters -principally Buddle, Hodgson, and Lambton -Davy forcefully attacked the views of his opponents. His responses to them exhibit the following characteristics that are associated with narcissistic personalities: 'They [narcissists] may harshly devalue the contributions of others, particularly when those individuals have received acknowledgment or praise for their accomplishments.' Moreover, 'Although they may not show it outwardly, criticism may haunt these individuals and may leave them feeling humiliated, degraded, hollow, and empty. They may react with disdain, rage, or defiant counterattack.'
77
Davy's discovery of the behaviour of ignited gases and his deployment of this principle in late 1815 to the safety lamp were of considerable importance to him, his self-esteem and his public persona. Since his marriage three and a half years earlier his scientific research had flagged and he needed a significant, publicly recognizable innovation to reaffirm his paramount position in British science. 78 His claim to the invention of the safety lamp would also enable him to portray himself as a philanthropist whose work would result in the lives of innumerable miners being saved. Thus he was exceedingly annoyed when many coal-mine owners failed to recognize the importance of his discovery that a cylinder of wire gauze would protect the flame in a miners' lamp -a discovery 'entitling me to the[ir] gratitude'. 79 He even informed Children that his health had been severely affected by the refusal of 'those Scoundrels in the North' to acknowledge his authority and the manifest superiority of his invention: 'I have really been made ill by their ingratitude & malevolence'. 80 Moreover, by refusing to patent the safety lamp -thus making it more affordable and thus accessible to poorer miners and mine owners -he wanted to be seen as an altruistic benefactor. According to Buddle, who described Davy as 'a great and noble-minded man', he asserted that 'I never thought of such a thing [ patenting the safety lamp]; my sole object was to serve the cause of humanity; and, if I have succeeded, I am amply rewarded in the gratifying reflection of having done so.' 81 Given his narcissistic temperament, Davy desperately sought the accolades that would accrue to him being pronounced the undisputed hero of the safety lamp.
The extreme emotional investment that he had made in his safety lamp also rendered Davy highly vulnerable to criticism. Thus an acute personal crisis was triggered when his anticipated claim to the invention of the safety lamp was challenged by the supporters of Clanny and Stephenson. Greatly angered by his opponents' widely publicized accusations against him, Davy considered them to be a direct attack on his person and a challenge to his manifest sense of superiority. Such attacks made him feel extremely threatened and he lashed out wildly at those who claimed that either Clanny or Stephenson was the true inventor of the safety lamp. Thus, impelled by fear arising from insecurity, he 'react During the early phases of this dispute, Davy publicly adopted a superior moral position and portrayed himself as able to rise with dignity above the fray. 'Of Stevenson, alias Brandling, [Joseph] Holmes alias Clanny &c', he wrote to Buddle in January 1817, 'I shall probably never take any notice'. Writing to another correspondent, he asserted that 'I treated their calumnies with indifference'. 83 However, Davy could not maintain a dignified pose for long and soon lashed out at his critics with barely concealed rage. For example, after preparing a refutation of his enemies' arguments, he wrote to Lambton: 'This blow shall soon be followed up by a more severe one' -the 'more severe one' being the forthcoming adjudication in his favour by the President and leading Fellows of the Royal Society. 84 Likewise, he informed Lambton that
It is disagreeable to be obliged to use artillery to destroy bats & owls; but it was necessary that something should be done. The Mess rs Brandlings have for a long time been endeavouring to destroy my peace of mind, my offence having been that of conferring a benefit [on humankind]. 85 Davy's letters contain other references to his state of mind. For example, while he claimed (somewhat gratuitously) to 'have been perfectly passive throughout the whole of this affair', at other times he was 'under the influence of some irritable feelings' but admitted that 'I am a little ashamed that I was made angry even for an hour by such impotent malevolence'. Likewise, on reading 'the Newcastle paper containing these infamous advertisements' for Clanny's invention, 'they made me more angry than they ought to have done'. 86 Anger, which he struggled to control, burst forth when his authority was challenged and he seems to have been aware of the controversy's impact on his mental state when he admitted to Buddle that 'It is disagreeable to have to fight against bad passions' -presumably his own and not only those of his enemies. 87 Davy initially turned his fire on Holmes for supporting Clanny's invention in print and for claiming that Davy had failed to acknowledge Clanny's work. Soon, however, Stephenson became Davy's principal adversary and the object of his hatred. He described Stephenson as 'a thief and a liar [. . .] whose reward ought to be the Pillory', 'a man whose testimony is [not] worth any thing', 'an illiterate pirate' and 'a liar & a pirate'. Stephenson's purported invention was dismissed as 'a transparent piece of piracy'. 88 The charges of dishonesty and piracy were laid firmly on Stephenson for having -allegedlyappropriated the scientific principle on which Davy had based his design of the safety lamp. One way in which Davy dealt with such piracy was to 'repel falsehood by a statement of facts'. 89 Thus Davy repeatedly affirmed that his discovery that small holes would impede the spread of the safety lamp's flame had clearly been pirated without acknowledgement by Stephenson. For example, writing to Lambton on 10 November 1817, he asserted that 'as appears from' the pamphlets written by Stephenson's friends, Stephenson 'never showed any exp ts upon tubes till after the 17 of Nov r [1815], a fortnight after he must have heard of my results & ten days after they were actually published by being communicated to the Royal Society'. 90 Moreover, Davy argued that he could not have been indebted to Stephenson, since 'I never heard a word of George Stevenson & his lamps till six weeks after my principle of security had been published'. Stephenson had some loose idea floating in his mind which he had unsuccessfully attempted to put in practice till after my labours were made known; then, he made something like a safe lamp: -but it is not a safe lamp, for the apertures below are four times too large & those above 20 times too large. 93 Thus not only was Stephenson a plagiarist, but he was incompetent and his unsafe lamp would have endangered the lives of miners. Stephenson was also repeatedly portrayed as ignorant: a 'poor man ignorant of Chemistry' 94 and an 'ignorant mechanic' -the latter phrase is redolent with psychological connotations, an issue which will be discussed below.
Davy's other principal response was to recruit the authority of the scientific community in support of his claim for priority. For example, after hearing about the meeting of Stephenson's supporters, Davy orchestrated an enquiry by the most prestigious member of the scientific community, Joseph Banks, the President of the Royal Society, and by four other leading Fellows, to adjudicate between himself and Stephenson. Not surprisingly, their report, dated 20 November 1817, fully supported Davy and confirmed that he was the sole and independent discoverer of the safety lamp. Stephenson not only failed to make any discovery, they claimed, but he was castigated as Davy's imitator. 95 As Davy informed Lambton, 'The men of science who have signed the resolutions [supporting me] are the first chemists & natural philosophers of the country with the president of the Royal Society the most illustrious scientific body in Europe at their head'. 96 In order to use these resolutions to maximum effect in his conflict with Stephenson's friends, Davy instructed that the resolutions be published. 97 This incident illustrates that Davy was manipulative and enhanced his self-esteem by exploiting his connection with 'people who are special or of high status'.
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Davy's ire was directed not only at Stephenson, but also at those who signed the 1 November pro-Stephenson resolution, headed by the Brandling brothers and including the physician Thomas Emerson Headlam, James Losh (see below) and the coal-mine owners Matthew Bell, the Bigge brothers and the Earl of Strathmore. Just as he deprecated Stephenson as dishonest, he used similar terms in criticizing these other enemies. Thus in one letter he characterized them as 'scoundrels', whose 'lies & misrepresentations' required refutation. 99 Those who attended the meeting on 1 November 1817 were, he asserted, 'as wicked as weak. W m Brandling and D r Headlam act from pique & vanity, the rest are persons who follow from ignorance or clanship'. 100 Davy was particularly scathing about the Earl of Strathmore and James Losh, a reformer and barrister whom Davy had known in Bristol and whom he would have previously numbered among his friends in the North-east. However, Losh had attended the meeting on 1 November 1817, leading Davy to write:
Having seen your name in the papers connected with an opinion which every Man of Science in the Kingdom knows to be false in substance as it is absurd in expression -I wish to know if it is used with your consent.
He then made clear that he considered support of Stephenson -and thus Losh's defectionto be an 'indirect attack on my Scientific fame, my honour and varacity [sic]' and a sign of weakness on Losh's part. 101 Losh, in turn, was furious at receiving Davy's letter, which he described as 'written in a style of authority, to say the least of it, very unusual in the correspondence of gentlemen'. Far from the pro-Stephenson resolutions presented at that meeting being 'false in substance or absurd in expression', Losh considered that they Humphry Davy conveyed the true state of affairs. 102 The angry, arrogant and undiplomatic tone of Davy's letter reflected a narcissist's response to being deserted by those whom he had previously viewed as supportive friends.
Davy's letters show that he was hounded by the fear of failure. He was inordinately afraid that his carefully constructed career as the pre-eminent member of the scientific community would be undermined by his enemies. Thus, after receiving a report of the meeting of Stephenson's supporters, Davy 104 Yet this is precisely what he feared. Indeed, one of the ironies of the situation is that Davy often portrayed his opponents as weak, but then moved against them with utter determination and venom.
The language that Davy used during the safety lamp controversy is revealing. Being sure of his own righteous stance and superiority, he frequently felt victimized and complained that he was being treated unjustly. Thus, writing to Hodgson on 9 January 1817, he indicated that those who had favoured his lamps did so from 'love of justice & of truth'. 105 Again, in a letter to Buddle he charged Stephenson's supporters with 'falsehood, injustice and ingratitude'. 106 As Davy considered himself to be in the right -both morally and legally -he repeatedly threatened legal proceedings against his detractors. In one letter he warned that if Robert William Brandling 'goes much further [in criticizing Davy, he] may risque [sic] a trial for a conspiracy or at least a libel'. 107 He also turned his fire on Holmes, who had supported Clanny's safety device in print, and threatened that Holmes was 'within reach of the law on account of the libel he published in the newspapers early last year; but I have thought him to be [too] contemptible even for such notice'. In the same letter he argued that if he were 'attacked [by] a pickpocket or a highwayman' he would exact his revenge 'in a court of law and not in a newspaper' -which made Holmes into a thief. 108 Although legal proceedings were hardly appropriate, Davy's sense of self-righteousness led him repeatedly to evoke the courts of law where he could vindicate himself and bring disrepute on his enemies. While these passages provide further evidence of Davy's grandiosity, his denigration of Stephenson by the phrase 'ignorant mechanic' carried a strong emotional charge.
Davy acknowledged that an 'ignorant mechanic' might make a discovery, but only by serendipity. He had previously used this phrase in just this way in an 1809 chemical lecture: 'The rudest, the most ignorant mechanic who is wholly uninformed as to the G. Cantor 230 principles of electricity, may erect a conductor and save a building from a thunder storm.' 111 The 'ignorant mechanic' was the very antithesis of the educated natural philosopher (viz. Davy) who had been inducted into the esoteric knowledge of the laws governing natural phenomena and had used them to advance important discoveries such as the lightning rod and the safety lamp. Davy also evoked the mechanic's low social standing, since according to the OED the word mechanic can mean 'Belonging to or characteristic of the lower part of the social scale or the lower classes; vulgar, coarse'. 112 Thus, in stark contrast to this 'ignorant mechanic', Davy maintained an elevated 'situation in Society' and boasted of 'my fame'.
In the above letters Davy projected the character of the 'ignorant mechanic' onto Stephenson, whom he had not met. Yet an aspect of his own upbringing haunted him. In Jungian terms, the 'ignorant mechanic' was Davy's shadow, the dark side of himself that he wanted to repress. 113 It was the role that he sought to erase by moving from the town of Penzance to the city of Bristol and then to the great metropolis, becoming a celebrated chemist and rising almost to the top of the social ladder. In psychodynamic terms, the 'ignorant mechanic' was not only the persona that Davy sought to deny, but also his father, Robert, the diminutive, ne'er-do-well manual worker who never rose above being a wood carver and was even unsuccessful in that role. In that sense, the 'ignorant mechanic' on whom Davy poured scorn during the safety lamp controversy was not only Stephenson but also the image of his own father, from whom Davy sought to dissociate himself. This analysis suggests that Davy had a complex but strained relationship with his father, but this theme cannot be explored further owing to the paucity of information about Davy's upbringing. 114 
AFTERWORD
The argument of this paper has been that we gain a deeper understanding both of Davy's diverse engagements with his contemporaries and of his scientific endeavours if we posit his personality as narcissistic, a term that is enriched by drawing on the DSM and other modern sources. While this paper focuses on Davy's behaviour, it raises the wider question whether psychological study of personality can aid historians in understanding the behaviour of other scientists. I leave readers to add their own examples of scientists who displayed narcissistic characteristics, and to note that the history of science includes not only narcissists but also those who manifested a wide variety of other personality traits, many of which would be described as normal, but also some that might be described as unusual, if not abnormal.
Biographers differ in their approach to personalities of scientists and some even portray their subjects' personalities as the key to their behaviour. To give just one example, in his obituary notice of the chemist Joseph Black, the Scottish philosopher Adam Ferguson used 'the appellation of Frugi' -a frugal man. Black not only lived parsimoniously but he practised his science in a similarly restrained manner and was averse 'to hypothesis or vain conjecture'. Even Black's diet and the circumstances of his death were cited as evidence of his frugality:
Being at table, with his usual fare, some bread, a few prunes, and a measured quantity of milk diluted with water; and having the cup in his hand when the last stroke of his pulse was to be given, he appeared to have set it down on his knees, which were joined together, and in this action expired, without spilling a drop, -as if an experiment had been purposely made, to evince the facility with which he departed. 115 Although the phrase 'obsessive compulsive' immediately comes to mind, it would be presumptuous to offer further analysis of Black's character without a close study of his life and writings. Yet the contrasting personalities of Davy and Black underpin their very different approaches to science and their modes of interacting with other members of the scientific community.
There is one personality type that deserves particular attention from historians of science. Some people with high-functioning autism (or Asperger's Syndrome) are strongly drawn to science, especially to physics and mathematics. One contemporary example is the Cambridge mathematician Richard Borcherds, who has been discussed by Simon BaronCohen, a clinical psychologist. 'His talents in mathematics', writes Baron-Cohen, 'have resulted in his finding a niche where he can excel (to put it mildly), and where his social oddness is tolerated. ' 116 While Borcherds would have suffered considerable distress if, say, he had embarked on a career requiring him to engage frequently in fairly unstructured social intercourse, mathematics provided him with a safe environment in which he could flourish. Those with high-functioning autism often thrive in the impersonal world of mathematics and find great satisfaction in numbers and their regularities, as expressed in mathematical series or in formulae expressing physical phenomena. Thus they are drawn to such activities as numerical problem-solving, computer programming and theoretical physics. However, they experience great difficulty in relating to those who do not share their passion for numbers. Paul Dirac strongly fitted this pattern, as he was of a taciturn disposition and could not participate in the normal social conventions of conversation. His recent biographer, Graham Farmelo, has argued not only that Dirac was autistic but alsoimportantly -that his autistic mentality was of crucial significance in enabling him to pursue his highly focused and creative work in theoretical physics. 117 From the above examples of Davy, Black, Cavendish and Dirac, we can begin to appreciate the diverse range of scientists' personalities and how they could become central to understanding their social behaviour and their distinctive ways of pursuing science.
